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COMMUNICA TIONS.
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for riewr expreeacd by rorreepomlente. Well written and
iutrrertingroraniunicatioiw will be gladly receired.j

Letter rrom Nlmisslppi.
To the Editor of the New National Era:
Those of us in the South are grieving to

see so mucn contention oetwecn our uepuolicanfriends and the dear old leaders of our

great party at the North. We liave read
earnestly the discussions between the New
York Tribune, Harper's Weekly, The Golden
Age, the New National Era, and the Independentduring the past year as to the best
candidate for the next Presidency. And we
cannot conceal the fact tliat the waters are

troubled, and tliat there may be breakers
ahead. In several letters from leading men
in the North, and from members of Congress
rejireseuting Southern States, we were, and
are even uow, asked: "How stands your
State on the Presidency?" Tliere is no doubt
of Mississippi being thoroughly Itepublicau,
and supiKtrting the Philadelphia nomination,
whoever it may be. But we are forced to
ask the question, why this division ? The
name of Charles Sumner is dear to our heart
of hearts, and we would prefer to sacrifice
an}* other in the party than him. Cannot
something lie done to uuite the leading men*
of the party ? Schurz, though liaving done
great good for freedom during and since the
war, we feel like condemning for his course
in the last Missouri campaign. But Sumner,
Greeley, Kenton, and those who signed the
New York pmnuncianiento, and others of
lesser lights, we certainly cannot atl'ord to
lose. Grant has a strong hold on the Republicansof this State on account of his victories
here; but the State would go for the party if
another were to receive the nomination. We
do not mean to unite in the clamor of denouncingGrant. He has certainly fulfilled
his promises, especially those made to us, but
do these entitle him to renomination at the
risk of dividing the dear old party? Would
not Ben Wade, Senator Morton, llenry Wilson,Geo. S. Boutwell, Schuyler Colfax, exGovernorClaflin, ex-Governor Ilawley, or
any of a dozen other old leaders of the party
unite it and make it formidable for the next
Presidential campaign ? We would have
named Charles Sumner in the above list, but
he is so prominent in the opposition fight that
we know he would not unite the party. Why
pcrxixf in nominating Grant? We are not

autu a ittjuu Mit-am umi uiiomer
could uot take us safely across. 1

The Independent talks of reading Greeley
and others out of the Republican party if they
indorse the Cincinnati Convention. We are
not much of a disciple of Greeley, but if we
are quick in reading sonic of the founders of
the party out of it, we had better take care
that we don't read the jiarty itself out of ex-
istence. A remark Mr. Tilton made in last
week's Golden Aye seems to have some weight,
viz: If some other good, reliable, strong, and
well-known Uc)>ublican than Grant could lie
spoken of for the nomination at Philadelphia,
the Cincinnati Convention would disband lie-
fore it meets. If something could be done,
without sacrificing one iota of the principles
of the party, to unite it, and have all the dear
old leaders clasp hands and work shoulder to
shoulder during the Presidential campaign,
we would give the Democratic party its cer-
tain death-blow, and send it hurling down the
stream of oblivion. But so long as there is
division among our leaders, we will lie by our
own acts infusing new life into its decaying
carcass.
When Lincoln was renominated we were

in the midst of a terrible war, mid it was not
safe to change hands at the helm; but now
we are at peace, ami almost any one of a
dozen of the old leaders of the party could
carry on the good work now in progress. Do
u«n uimi'iMaiiti usi as oeiugopposeu toiirani.
Our only fear is, that the partymay be divided

. by insisting upon bis renomination, while
another may unite it. We have too much at
stake to see division in our ranks, and all we
ask is, for some measure to unite all the differingelements. Mississippi may l»e depended
upon, however, for the nomiuee.

In our last we were rejoicingoverthe imissageof our civil rights bill. But while in the
clerk's hands in the Senate, after its passage,
and just before going to the Governor for his
signature, some contemptible scoundrel stole
it, and nothing cau be found of it. Mr. Carter,
of this county, the originator and the prime
mover ofthe hill, introduced another a week or
teu days ago, got it through the House, hut in
the excitement of the closing hours of the
Senate it failed to receive supjsirt and was
defeated.
So we sliall have to bear insults and contemptanother year. At the next session,

however, another bill will surely be presented,
a id our friends will watch it more closely.
When we wrote to you of the bill abolisliing
Alcorn University, we were infonned by one
of our representatives of its passage through
the House, and that it would certainly pass
the Senate ; but it did not succeed. It failed
in the Senate, and the University still exists.

C.

Washington, April 21, 1H72.
To the Editor ofthe A'rtp NaliotuU Era :

In your last issue, uniler your caveat
alleging that you do not hold yourself responsiblefor the views expressed by correspondents,but that you gladly receive all well
written and interesting communications, I noticea letter from D. A. S., which is oue of the
most malicious and grossest slanders against
a most honorable and worthy gentleman
which can be conceived.
This writer begins his article by giving a

very learned and profound definition of the
word " caste," including its etymology, history,and present signification, and then proceedsto condemn all caste as " degraded,"
" loatlisoiue," and " mongrel." These epistles,when applied to that caste which is
founded upon the color of the skin, are emi^ncntly proper. I will not allow any one to
go further than I do hi abhorrence of any
discrimination which is based upon so unjust,petty, and contemptible a criterion.
But there ip a kind of caste which I favor,
and which must exist with all cultivated and
enlightened people. I believe in that caste
which is based upon intelligence and morality.I believe in the superiority of educationover ignorance, of honesty over corruption,of cultivation and refinement over rudei

W

NET
VOL. III..NO. 16-2

ness and barbarism; and I can have no

respect for hiiu who disregards such distinc-j
tion.
Hut it is not my present purpose to dis-:

prove your correspondent's faulty philosophy
on caste. It is onlv hv n simole statement

of truth that I hope to repel the imputation
of an unworthy prejudice which D. A. S.
seeks, by an egregious misrepresentation of
facts, to fix ujiou an eminent colored citizen
of acknowledged ability, education, and re-

finement. If this misrepresentation was

willful, it was most malignant, and ought to
brand its author with the stamp of slander.
If the author was not personally cognizant
of the facts, but has made the statement upon
the assertion of others who have misinformed
him, he is still culpable, and should at least
retract. A man may not blamelessly give
credence to idle rumor, and then add confirmationand currency to it by publishing it as

fact. When a gentleman's reputation may
be affected thereby, it is not sufficient that
the author hide himself behind so paltry a

defense as " I was told it was so." He
should know whereof he speaks. '

While D. A. 8. did not name the individual
whom he assailed, yet his description was

sufficiently definite to make it clear to most,
if not to all, to whom he referred. But, in
order that I may not be charged with giving
the insult greater publicity and detiniteness
in my vindication than it originally had, 1 i
will be equally impersonal. The facts, as I !

shall state them, are not gleaned from any '

mediate or hearsay evidence, but are derived I
from personal knowledge. In addition, I
may say that I know the motives which ac- !

tuatcd the gentleman in his conduct, (so far <

as it is ever possible for one person to under- 1

stand the motives of another.) But what '

are the grounds for this invective of I). A. '

S..which it is not the fault of his intention '
if they do not rival the Phillippics of Demos-
incut's, j^ei us see.

This gentleman, while sojourning in this '

city, attended ouc of our largest and lines! 1

white churches. This church disavows all
prejudice or discrimination on account of
color, and, consequently, it is largely attendedby colored i>eople. But this gentle- 1

man soon observed (what must be perceived '

by any one on entering that church) that >

colored persons seemed always excluded 1

from the more prominent portions of the I

church, and were invariably confined to the <

last three or four rows of seats. Beyond a <

certain point no negroes were permitted to
penetrate. The reason assigned for this was '

that the others were rented pews. But this <

gentleman did not like this "black belt," 1
which gave every appearance of proscription, >

and, in order to test the validity of the ex-

cuse and the sincerity of the profession of <

unprejudiced sentiments on the part of the (

church, made application to rent a pew. The s

|iew assigned was adjacent to this proscribed (

section, however, and, therefore, the question 1
which he had attempted to solve was still dubi- j
ous and unsettled, although it was said that i
that was the best pew then unoccupied. Nor t
ilid subsequent events tend to remove the sus- i

picion that the old negro hate still lived and t

lingered in that sanctuary. Rented pews had i

hitherto been regarded as inviolable, if not f

by white, at least by colored, visitors. The >

sextons had been assiduous in the maiute- <
nance of this rule. But upon entering this s

nronfIonian invariahlv fmnwl liic imw iiQidiollt- 1

occupied. He cheerfully submitted to this,
however, having no objec tion to allowiug visitorsto share his pew when there were not
enough of his own family or friends to till it.
On one occasion when he required the entire
pew he was obliged politely to request some

persons to vacate it. Hut he soon observed
that only colored and no'white visitors were
ever put into his pew; while that, if white
persons were, certainly no colored i»crsons
were ever placed in any white man's pew.
This became so apparent that he decided to
mention it to the pastor. lie told the pastor
plainly that there ap}>eared to be a decided
exhibition of prejudice notwithstanding their
professions of Republicanism. He said he
was not ungenerous. He would willingly
share his pew, when convenient, to strangers,
whether white or black. But he objected to
any system of proscription. Justice required
that he should be put uj>on the same footing
with other pew-holders. He declared that
no discrimination should be made in the selectionof the strangers Who were placed in
his pew ; that a white man should be placed
there as readily as a colored one. And he
demanded, further, as a requirement of justice,that colored people should also be placed
ii. iwmilo'u nniru Tl.o ,.i.

to be ignorant of the custom, but said that
every pew-holder had a right to object to anyonecoming into his l>ew, and that if membersrefused to allow colored persons in their
pews he had 110 power to compel them to do
so. lie would, however, he said, on the succeedingSabbath, publicly request those who
objected to receiving strangers in their pews
to leave a note to that effect in them, and
that he would then specially instruct the
sextons to place strangers, regardless of color,
in the pews of all those who did not thus
object.
In compliance with his promise the pastor

did make the announcement. And this is
the " rebuke " our friend received, as D. A.
S. alleges. Why, so far from being a rebuke,
it was a furtherance on the part of the pastorof the gentleman's endeavors to break
down the unholy prejudice ! JJut it is needlessto comment further. The facts speak for
themselves, and no one who has the true interestsof the colored race at heart can utter
one syllable of reproach; but, on the other
hand, must commend and give thanks to the
gentleman for his bold anil righteous asset'til 111 of OOU!ll riirhiu Tl.LOA for

from "deserting his race when needed and
rushing to ease and luxury," lias jx'riled his
life in laboring for the interests of his race
and the liepublican jMirty In the very heart
of the Ku-Klux district in the most dangerous
times. The letter of D. A. S. is a poor returnfor such heroic and sacrificing conduct.
Indeed D. A. 8. would seem to have a mania
for rushing into print with onslaughts ujmhi
somebody. It makes no difference how unjustthe criticism so long as it affords him
an opportunity to appear in print. In conclusion,let me hope that in the future D. A.
8., in his anxious zeal to find something to
write ahout, will not allow his jtassion to
override his reason. Oscak.

A National School.

Washington, D. C., April 20, 1872.
To the Editor of the New National Era :

A national school, in which all the branches
.

V NA'
WASHING!

of education are taught, within whose walls I
no demagogues lurch or false syrens sing,
whose teachers are efficient and loving, above
all, genuine friends of the negro race, which
is to-day the dujie of designing hnow-uothinr)x,and the cat's paw for drawing money
from the Government chest to make rich men ^
and women whose hearts are strangers to ^
the elevation of an oppressed race, and who (j
go frenzy at the idea of equality.is the great
need of this ltopublic. It is no less singular ^
than true that our schools, like our public ^offices, are too often occupied by unfit i»er- ^
sons. Men and women entirely unknown,
who, from their obscurity, seek light among ^
the sable sons and daughters of our i>eople. j.
What an anomaly! Not entirely so, since ci

feline like, their dilated pupils can laid sutli- <
limit light in a corner, and much more so ^
ujmhi a hill, to enable tliein to plunder. I
have found, through personal experience, tl
that the greatest curse which can fall cc

upon an institution of learning, is to J1'
connect it with polities, and thus sacrifice jj
its pupils by hecatombs to the avarice ];l
uf demagogues, whose constant tune is no si
''longer pipe, no longer dance." We can cf

lav our linger upon such an institution which /x
" ' piis a whited sepulchre and full of dead men's jn

bones. In it, there are not six living, loving
teachers of the race of the people who are 111 hi
the majority within its walls. To-day there
is 110 longer pipe (a grant from Congress,)
md oh, to what an awful dance is the negro en

treated! I11 mid winter 110 lire, and in the isi
'ace of ext ravagant hills for fuel, students arc "

I, .1,1 if II...V ......I 1.....I 11... UOh.F <1.......

selves to the boiler. Two of their best teach- til
re removed.one because she is too familiar cli
ivith the colored jiooplc, and for this reason
is snubbed by her white associate teachers, J"
it meals, and at all times.another because Jj,
lie is said to be incompetent to teach colored A
people although fully competent to teach t;o

white, meaning he is too learned. I can )j;
t>ack this up by affidavit. I know I ask you
i great deal to believe all this, but it is all tli
true, and if placed upon the list of iuvestiga- "«

[ions, much will be found rotten in Denmark.
^1'anion me for my digression. A national lT

school, built upon the granite basis ofequality, tr
s doubtless one of our great needs. One de- tl<
iigned for the education of our composite ctJ

lationality. We arc among the nations of J"
the earth a singularly great nation, l>cing g.|
comprised nearly of all others. This makes re

>ur need great and diversified. A national
school should be one fitted to meet .all the
wants of human civilization. In such, not \y
mly the general branches of education would hi
t>e taught, but all the professions, arts, and 'l:

sciences, trades, and a systematic knowledge
of every human occupation practiced among
ivilized nations. It is the interval between tli
the graduation at college and the entering hi

some other seminary, for the profession, or j!'the workshop for the trade, that causes us to rpj
lave so many young men of 110 position, oh- ce

ject, or pursuit. Let us illustrate. A school h<
n which the seven-year hoy or girl may enter
;o receive a liberal education or study classics, J"
nathematics, and the living languages, and
it the close of this, have the opportunity to
eccive, within the same walls, further in- .

is
(tractions in whatever pursuit he or she may
(elect. We will begin at the lowest order of e\

things so-called. If to be a washwoman, of
I proper knowledge of the action of the sun

II bleaching certain things placed under its ,u
nfluence. If to be a cook, as almost all m
women are in some degree, then a proper di
01owledge of all that pertain to culinary sci-
>nce.neatness, cleanliness, and order, never J('
>xcluded. And so 011 in this line. Now as to tu
lien. Let the school he such, that (to be ei

short) whatever you desire to learn, you can el

lie instructed in, where those who have had (j(
to do with your early training, can best iin- p,
nart to 3-011. Let manufactories of every de- Ii
scription stud its broad acres; let there be r<

ielrts for the application of agricultural !|]knowledge; schools of politics.in short, a ^
nation within itself. What a source of great SI
riches such an institution would be to a coun- w

try, can only be understood by practical ef- jjforts of the same. Persons having such an
"

institution would 110 longer have to spend six ftyearsin the outside world to know of the tl
things of practical utility. There would be r'
no monotonous, book-worms, and the Hebrew j"
scholar and nothingclse; but instead wc should ..

liave the farmer.a comi>ound.knowing his p<
Urcck roots and his potato roots with like |:l
clbcieucy. At some other time I will con- !"

trLinue my views on this subject.
JUSTITIA. D

Concerning Life and Draith.

By the kindness of a friend we have been j)(allowed to compare the statistics of the "life
ami ueatu rate o! i-;uroj)e and America," and (,
we find great cause for congratulation that u
our lot lias been cast in so fortunate a coun- s;
try as America. From these tableswe learn j,,that the number of deaths in Eurojie each f,
year is one out of every forty-two inhabitants, jr
or two and thirty-eight one hundredths (sir a,
cent.; while in the United States there is but G.
one death in every eighty-one inhabitants, j'(l
or one and twenty-three oue hundredths per .,]cent. The most (topulous of the European [jnations have the death rate as follows : jr

Inhabitants. ai
England 1 death to every 40 piDenmark 1 death to every 45 olBelgium 1 death to every 43 aiNorway and Swedeu 1 death to every 41 ci
Austria 1 death to every 40 mPrussia 1 death to every 30 frFrance 1 death to every 32 lcWe feel somewhat sorry to find that Ar- aikansas, of all the States, has the highest jxdeath rate. We do not doubt but what the oicareless food, clothing, habits, and above all
the quality of drinking water, has more to do
with this fact than the geological situation of
the State. When our people learn that hard, 111

impure drinking water is a prolific cause of 1"
chills and fever, they will be careful to have V'1
pure soft water. But to return to the tables.
We learn that the annual deaths iu Arkan- l>!
sas an; oue t > every forty-nine, while iu Ore- c

gon there is but one death in every two hun- c<

dred persons. We give the following table K!

as illustrating tuc Ueatn rates in ditfercnt
States: jjNew England States 1 in G8 n.

Middle States 1 in 88 n]Soutlieni States 1 in 70 <i

Western States 1 in 81
Northwestern States 1 in 120 jsPacific States 1 in 115 C]Atlantic States 1 iu 80 ltGulf States 1 in 03 tjMississippi Valley States 1 in 80 {)It is generally supposed that in the older u
nations of Europe they live longer than in si
America, but these tables prove very differ- tl
eutly, unless, indeed, we except the very few si
rich classes of the old world, who are raised tl
above the want of poverty. It is possible our pincreased health arises from the excess of
carbon in the atmosphere, and perhaps, also, n
an abundance of food. Hut whatever may be it
the cause, it is certain that in the matter of h
longevity America is far superior to any of 1
the older nations of Europe. t!
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IxtraclN from the Speech of Hon.
R. II. Iliiell, ofNew York, in tlie
lloiifte of Representative#. April
13, isii.

American Industry Miould be Protected*

Mr. Dceli. commenced his remarks by
riefly referring lo the sentiment of the
Lincrk'an i>eople in favor of protection to
leir own industry, and to the ruinous eonse-

uences to the business of the country by con-

nually tampering with and unsettling the
rtlicy of the Government in regard to the
uty 011 imports, and then said :

TJiere are unmistakable indications, liowver,not only on the floor of this House, but
the leading free trade newspapers of the

mntry, that an etfort is to be made in this
digress, under the pretense of revenue re-

inn, to overthrow our protective policy, anil
> build upon its ruins a system of free trade,
hieli will bring the American laborer, and all
ic industrial interests of the country into
unpetilion with the cheap labor, great inanlacturiugestablishments, and enormous c;i|>alol'.Europe. The enemies of the protccveixilicy commenced tliciropenilions at the
st session of Congress by a ferocious onauglitu]K)ii the duty ®;> salt and bituminous
»al, and have ever since been employed in a
lalous and systematic ell'ort to poison the
lblic mind against all duties which discriin-
ate in favor of American industry.
Three times at least in the last sixty years
lve they succeeded in destroying a protective
.rill' which had revived our trade and comeree,created a demand for labor, and re-
ored general prosperity to the country; and
toll time has this victory of British capitalIsbrought ruin to our industry. And what
as gained to the people of the United States
i this ruinous policy ? Could we buy foreign
>ods cheaper? It is true that for a short
me our British rivals sold their fabrics
leajier than wc could make them ; but when
icy had broken down all competition here by
nierselling our manufactures, and had thus
>t control of our market, they at once put
icir goods up to a higher price than the
meriean article had ever been, and thus
unpensated tbemselves for the sacrilice it
id eost them to destroy our manufactures.
bis lias been the unvarying result of the
ilicy of free trade in the past, and it will be
ie result in the future if we adopt that policy
,w-, , ;
It does not matter to the advocates of free
ade that under our present system of dis-
iminating in favor of American industry,
ade is prosperous, thai manufactures are

mrishing, ami that labor is in demand and
immands an adequate reward. It does not
utter to them that we have a home market,
eated by our manufacturing interests, for
H)U,uou,ouo (ii our agricultural products at
raunerative prices. It does not matter to
eiu that the progress of the country since
ie adoption of the present policy eleven
;ars ago has been more rapid in spite of the
ar than during any other period in our
story. It does not matter to them that we
ive been enabled to pay the great burdens
taxations which that war imposed upon us,
id to extinguish our national debt at a rate
lprecedented in the history of the world, or
at the jK'ople are contented, prosperous,
id happy. All these facts seem to weigh
itliiug with the men who are bent on this new
ee trade and auli-Aiiicrican experiment,
hey have resolved to force it upon the
mntry at whatever risk to its welfare and
iwever destructive it may be to the interests
our workingmen. I warn them here and
>w that for all this they will sooner or later
! brought into judgment by the jieople.

WHAT IS FitEE TilAHE?
Absolute free trade in its real sense which
the ultimate aim of till opponents to Amerimindustry.means a repeal of duties upon
rery class of foreign imjiorts, the abolition
'our custom-house system, and the opening
our ports to the introduction of the promtsof all nations without fee or charge of

ly kind. This policy would bring the enorouscapital and cheap labor of Europe in
rect competition with our own industry, and
suit in the entire destruction of our manueturinginterests, whether of iron, wool or
itton. By this overthrow of our manufacires,two million workingnien now profitably
nployed in them would lie thrown out of
nployinent, and the ten million five hundred
tousand people now supported by their labor
jprived of the means of subsistence or comilledto accept European pauper-labor wages.
1 ten years there would not be a furnace,
illing-mill, cotton or woolen factory, or any
.her but the simplest kind of manufactories
existence in all the land. With labor at a
urn mi- price 11 comninmis 111 the I mteil
.atcs, and the control of the vast capital
hicli long years of protection has enabled
teni to accuinulate, English, French, and
ennan manufacturers could undersell our
vn to such au extent as to drive them even
om their own market, and, much more, from
lose of foreign nations, where we are just helmingto gain a foothold. I can scarcely
lagine a greater calamity possible to our
wintry generally, and especially to those cuigedin our various manufactures, and supirtingat least one-fourth of our whole popution,than the consequences which would
levitably follow the establishment of free
ade as the settled jsilicy of the country.
IFFERENCE BETWEEN PROTECTION AND

FREE TRADE.
The relative iutluence of protection and free
ade u]ioii the industry of the country may
5 summed up in a few words. The ctfect of
rotcction is to stimulate industry and lead
prosperity; of free trade, to ru'iii most of

le great interests of the country. The misonof the one is to build up, of the other to
eak down. Protection creates a demand
ir labor and secures it an adequate reward ;
ee trade is designed to lessen that demand
id diminish the price of wages. Protection
icns mines, erects furnaces, establishes
underies, starts cottou mills, and gives eiuloymeutto thousands; free trade shuts up
le mines, puts out the tires in the furnaces, sincesthe trip-hanuuers, arrests the spindles,
i<l drives the thousands either into less
*ofitable pursuits or deprives them altogether
labor. Protection creates home markets,

id free trade destroys them. Protection selresand increases industry; free trade dilinishesit. Protection secures good wages ;
ee trade makes them cheap. Protection
ads to individual and national self-reliance
id independence ; free trade makes us deindentas individuals and a nation upon
.her nations.
HOW THE TARIFF AFFECTS PRICES.

The strongest and almost the only argulentused bv free trade theorists against a
rotective tariff is the allegation that it iu

easesthe price of every article upon which
is levied just to the extent of such tarifl'. I
>ncede this to ire true in respect to all actiosnot produced in this country, such as tea,
)ti'ec, spices, aud the like ; but 1 deny the
isertion when applied to such articles us are
lccessfully produced here. According to the
ce trade theory, if the tarilf on broadcloth
i' two dollars a yard, it makes every yard of
roadcloth manufactured in the I'uited States
f the same quality just two dollars dearer
lan it would he otherwise. This, they algc,is the tax which the American consumer
compelled to pay to American manufacturesfor their sole benefit. Every man's coinionsense will tell him that this whole theory
lat the consumer and not the foreign imortcrpays this duty on foreign products is
nsound and false. I might adduce a thouitidexamples to show the practical truth of
le doctrine I maintain, for it can be deinonLratedby the history of almost any article
mt we arc able to make, and which has been
rotected by an adequate duty.
I will refer to a few examples. Before the

lanufacture of window-glass was protected
cost the consumer twelve dollars a box. A
eavy duty was laid upon it by the tariff of
842, (which, according to the free trade
hcory, ought largely to have increased its

I
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price,) when behold the price fell to tlnec
dollars! Whose theory did this establish?
According to the theory of free trade, here
was a result perfectly mysterious and unaccountable.On the principles of protection
me iimii; was penecuy piain. as soon as
the duty imposed secured a market to 1 he
American manufacturers of glass, they went
to work with all their force, each seeking his
own profit and all free to make and sell it as
they could, when the astonishing power of
competition soon etl'ected this great reduction
in price.

In 1844 the duty on English common l>ar
iron was twenty-five dollars j>er ton or sixiyeiglitper cent., and its price was then *01. S3
per ton. The price, less the duty, would
leave $30.0.3 as the cost of producing a ton
of iron. In 1840 tiic duty was lowered to
thirty per cent., and in 1857 to twentv-four
]>er cent. According to the free trade tlieorythe result of this reduction of the tariff should
have been to reduce the price of iron just to
the extent of the decrease in duty. But the
fact is quite different, as the following comparisonwill prove : in 1844, as we have seen,the duty on English bar iron was twentylivedollars a ton, and the prune cost was
$3(1.83. In 184(1 the duty was reduced to
thirty i>er cent., or more than one-half, which
was equal to a duty of $10.42 per ton, instead
oftwenty-live dollars. The price ofiron ought,t herefore, to have gone down to $20.41 or to
$30.83, less the $10.42 duty, if the free traders
are right in their theories. But instead of
this the cost of production actually increased
to $ >4.80 per ton, an advance of $17.97 perton.
The article of lead furnishes another strikinginstance of the absolute fallacy of the

Free trade doctrine. The duty upon lead in
1845, under the tariff of 1842, was three dollarsi>er one hundred pounds, and the pricein the New York market during that year
was $3.37J per one hundred pounds. If gentlemenare right, the price of lead should
have been only thirty-seven and a half cents
per one hundred pounds, less than four mills
per pound. But when this duty of three
dollars was removed and a revenue duty of
twenty per cent., or seven and a half cents
per one hundred pounds, placed on it, the
price, so far fromgoing |>owu to thirty-sevenand a half cents with this duty of seven ai^l
a half cents added, absolutely rose between
1*47 and 1857, to an average of $5.07 per
one hundred pounds. In other words, whenthe duty was reduced to one-fortieth of the
former rate, the price nearly doubled.

I will give another instance of a more repentdate, and of a still more striking character.It is the history of three years' ex|>e-
>«vmvv hi hit iiiaauiili. LUI C Ui MCt'I rdlimjiu
bars. In 1804 the tiist steel mils were importedinto the United states. They were
sold to our railroad companies that year for
a price beginning with $104 per ton, and
gradually decreasing to $135. The manufactureof steel rails was l>egun in the United
States in 1807. The foreign rails at once
went to $115 and then to $U0 j>er ton. In
April, 1870, the price was reduced to $72 perton, a decrease and saving to railroad companiesof more than seventy-live dollars |ht
ton, the result of protection to American
steel manufacturers, and the competition it
gave them the means of making with the
English manufacturers.
As further proof in support of my position,1 present the following table furnished to

Hon. David A. Wells by A. T. Stewart, of
New York, both free traders, showing the
prices of certain articles under the low tariff
of 1*00 and the tariff of 1809. It was made,it will be seen, for the year 1809, but all the
articles named are as cheap as they were
then, and some of them cheaper:

1800. 1809.
Cadet cloths,
Governme n t
standard $2 75 $3 25

Harris I Ed. J cassi me res, 14
ounces 1 37}(V;$1 50 1 75@$2 00

Cotton warp
cloths, 14 oz.. 1 00 @ 1 25 1 75

All-wool cloths,
14 oz 1 50 2 75

Middle sackings. 1 10 1 25
Middlesexdoeskins 1 05 1 15
M i <1 d 1 e s e x
shawls....... 7 00 7 00

M i d d 1 e s e x
beavers...... 3 75 4 25

Middlesex opera
flannels 47}50

Bmadbrookcassimeres 1 G2}@ 1 75 1 75
Broadbrookbeavers 2 75 3 00
"1" n «»»»

meres, 8 to 9
ounces 1 12}(<c 1 25 1 25@ 1 30}

(ileallainrepliants 1 10 @ 1 15 1 20
Glenliainsackings 1 05 115
Swift Riverfancies,11 to 12
ounces 90 1 00(o; 1 10

ltoyalstoucassinieres,average 1 07} 1 25
Fitchburgcassinieres,average 107} 2 25
Keeping in mind the fact that these prices

are gold in 1*00, auil greenbacks in 1*09,
when gold was at a premium of thirty per
cent., and reducing greenbacks to gold, it
will he seen that the prices, with a tarill' duty
upon the articles enumerated of lifty per
cent., arc actually less than those of the free
trade year of 1*00.

1 will give still another illustration. For
instance, the import duties on butter imported
from Canada in 1*70 amounted to $103,500
in gold. Before selling it the Canadian fanner
was compelled to go to our custom-house at
Detroit, or Oswego, or Portland, and pay to
the collector live cents a pound duty. He
then sells it, say, for thirty cents a pund, the
siune price our own fanners are receiving for
butter. When the Canadian fanner reached
home he had just live cents a pound less for
all the butter he sold than the American
fanner had who went to the same market the
same day. Did the consumer pay that live
cents a pund, or the Canadian farmer from
whom the collector exacted it?

PROTECTION TO AORIClT.Tt'RISTS.
As the American fanner beloiurs to the most

numerous industrial class of our people, the
advocates of free trade have directed their effortsto arousing his prejudices and organizing
his opposition to the doctrine of protection to
American labor. In their labors to accomplishtliis purpose they deny that there is any
protection afforded by the laws of the country
to our agricultural products. The following
table will show the duty imposed by the presenttariff' upon some of the leading agriculturalproducts:
Wheat, 20 ccuts per bushel; corn, 10 cents

iter bushel; butter aud cheese, 20 tier cent.;
nay, per ton ; live stock, 20 j>er cent.; l>>>tatocs,25 cents per bushel; wool, 10 cents
per jMiund aud 11 j>cr cent, ad ealoreni ; oats,
10 cents jKir bushel.
But the American fanner is benefited by

protective tariff' in another way. The besi
customers of the fanner are those industrial
centers which our tariff'laws have started into
life. As the workmen employed in these facmillu-lll'lcshoiis receive 111- flu. nnnmSnn

of the toritr higher wages they eau afford to
pay, and do i»ay to the fanner, uiucii higher
prices for his produce than he would otherwisesecure, and besides are larger purchasers
from hiiu. If we compare the prices of farm
produce at our manufacturing or mining towns
and the quantities consumed by workmen and
their families with the prices and quantities of
similar places in England, it will be found that
the American fanner is largely benefited by
the tariif. The home market is the best market,as every fanner well understands.

In the face of the fact that since the present
tariff was enacted the people of the United
States have enjoyed a seasou of prosperity
unparalleled in the history of the country wi

.

3RA.
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are now asked to imperil tliat prosperity by 1'
abandoning the system which producetl it. '1
Why is this demand made ? Do the people h
demand it? 1 answer, no! It is made in the a
interest of foreign capital and the importers e
of foreign goods, who desire to get the control 1:
of the American market without paying any- h
thing for the privilege. To get this market tl
the protective feature of the present tariff o
must be stricken down, our manufactures de- tl
stroyed, and our mechanics and our working- 1<
men must all turn agriculturists. The conse- a
quence would be to increase our agricultural IS
productions, and by the same iqteratiou to $
diminish demand: bv one smuul «trot« of o

policy to multiply producers nud reduce con- li
sumers. And what must be the consequence c<
of that? I'rices of agricultural produce of tl
every kind must fall, and with prices wages, o

Mr. Di'ELL proceeds to illustpate this posl- Jjtion by a reference to the disastrous influence ««

of free trade upon the price of labor in this a
and other countries, and then continues:

I tnist tire time is far distant when the
workingmen of this country shall be forced to jswork for the low wages received by Euroiiean ,,laborers. 1 do not desire to see ]*uiperism o1ami crime stalking about through our land as s,in foreign countries. * * *A pblow struck at the protective policy of this
country, is a blow at American labor, a mat- j]ter well understood by our intelligent me- j,chanics and laborers, and hence they pour in
ujm>ii us their earnest jietitious remonstrating s,against a change in this policy. j,',It is said that if protection is extended to -p
any particular branch of business it therebycreates a " monopoly." The advocates of
free trade forget that it is lalsir which we aim
to protect. The channels of labor and trade f(l
arc ojr'u to all, and there is no such thing as ^
an industrial monopoly in the United Suites, (>(The success of one man stimulates others to t|cnibitrk in the same industry, and every ad- a!ditional factory, furnace, or workshop in- pcreases the demand for labor, while competitionkeeps prices within reasonable bounds.
Mr. {speaker, it is a fact which cannot be ra

denied that when our workingmen find steadyemployment, with good wages, the whole 111

country is prosperous. The farmer finds a jjready market for the produce of his farm, the :
trade of the merchant is profitable and brisk, 'll

and professional men are promptly paid for
their services. In prosperous times house- ..

building and other improvements are required,and our builders, carpenters, bricklayers, ami !"
other trades find quick and profitable employ- I?
meut. ihit let the depression come, as it
will with the reiieal of those laws protecting !',
the industrial interests of the country, and *'

how suddenly the demand for this class of V
labor slackens, and followed also by the
diminution of the wages of labor.

ei
SALT. Q|

I ask the indulgence of the House, Mr. w
Speaker, while 1 present some reasons why o'
the present duty on foreign salt should not be ei
reduced. A portion of my constituents are k
manufacturers ofsalt; they have invested their
capital in the enterprise ; the business gives sjcmyloyinent to five thousand laborers, all ol' (jwhom receive fair prices for their labor, and palthough I have no interest whatever in the ^manufacture of salt, I cannot but feel a deep pinterest in the question. In behalf, therefore, t]of this great body of meritorious citizens, I C(ask for such continued protection of salt as yywill secure them steady employment and re- xyinunerative wages. nThe present duty ujion salt is as follows: on 0salt in bulk, and on all rock salt or mineral psalt, eighteen cents i>er one hundred pounds;
on salt in sacks twenty-four cents per one Jhundred pounds. The duty of eighteen cents ^
jH-r one hundred pounds is equivalent to fifty '*
cents and four mills on the quantity known cin commerce as a barrel of salt containing two phundred and eighty pounds, being five statute (lbushels of fifty-six pounds each. On salt in ysacks it is twenty-four cents per one hundred s,
pounds, but the additional six cents Is the jjduty on the sack and not on the salt, there .being no other duty on a sack containing salt. ,,
I read from an affidavit made by Samuel II.
St. John, a highly respectable merchant of
New York city, sworn to on the Gth of
February, 1872, and presented to the Com- 0

mittee of Ways and Means, for the purpose !'
of showing the ad valorem, duty at foreign
valuation of the better kinds of foreign salt: c.
" I further state that the present duty on '!

foreign salt, of eighteen cents per one bun-
dred pounds, is equivalent only to an ad va- 11

lorem duty on the better kinds of foreign salt,
as follows: on Ashton salt, foreign valuation ll
about thirty-seven per cent., valuation or cost u

to the importer in New York, about thirty n

per cent.; on Marshall's and other tine sack 0

salt, foreign valuation about fifty-two jier
°

cent., valuation or cost in New York about e.
thirty-nine per cent. Of these kinds of salt,
the annual importation is from two million i11
live hundred thousand to three million bush- "

els, nearly one quarter of the total imports of '

foreign salt into the United States."
Now, Mr. Speaker, I submit to the House a:

that the duty upon salt cannot be considered I'
as above the revenue standard, and will bear Sl

comparison with the duties imposed upon v

other imported goods.
The salt manufacturers of the United States s'

have been denounced over and over again as s:

greedy monopolists, and the import duty on ^
salt as a crime against civilization. The im- '!
porters of foreign salt have been unscrupulous 81

in both their assertions and their figures, and
have succeeded in creating an intense prejudicein the public mind against the domestic
producers of the article.

I propose, Mr. Sjieaker, to briefly refer to h
snnift nt' flip pluirtrp* tlm.<s turnip situ in silmw «1

their falsity. It is said that the salt manufac- o
turers of the United States are a parcel of w
grasping monopolists. Nothing is more re- \\

pulsive to the American miml than the idea g
of monopoly, lint is salt manufacturing a p
monopoly? Salt in some form, either as sa- f<
line waters or crude mineral, is found in every g
one of our States and Territories, and never a
has been sought in vain in any of these lo- ri
calities. Throughout the interior various fa
springs, lakes, and pools hold it in copious fa
solution. Indeed, the supply seems to be fi
universal and inexhaustible, not only in the
United States, but in all parts of the known j
world. Our salt manufacturers do not en- f.
gross and control these stupendous resources, a
nor is it ill the nature of things that they
should be able to do so. No law, either State j
or national, prohibits anybody from investing a
his capital or his labor in the making of salt.
Senator Chandler, of Michigan, stated in the j
sinnnin n few (Iilvs ;uro that the best salt lands
at Saginaw, Michigan, could be purchased at ,

five dollars per acre! The business, therefore,is oj>en to the freest jxwsible competi- "

tion among our own citizens. Those already
in this field of industrial enterprise have no

advantage over their fellow-countrymen, ex-
sl

cept that of prior organization, skill, experi- c'

ence, and established patronage. This advantage,however, is uothing more titan belongsto every other pursuit. s'

Hut, Mr. Speaker, there is a sharp competi- :l

tion among the domestic producers of salt, as a

the facts will prove. The salt produced in the 11

United States annually is about 20,000,000 v

bushels. Of this the Onondaga Salt Company "

supplies 8,500,000 bushels ; Michigan supplies s

4,000,000; Ohio and West Virginia supply sl

6,000,000 bushels; and the balance of 1,500,- 11

000 bushels is supplied by small works in other
parts of the country. This shows a competi- cl
tion among the domestic producers. Hut in e
addition to all this we have a sharp foreign s
competition. More than one-third of the salt n
consumed in the United States is supplied by o

foreign companies notwithstanding the pres- lj
ent tariff. The annual consumption of salt in ti
the United States is 32,01K),000 bushels, and s
of this amount 12,000,000 bushels are supplied d
by importation. I assert, then, without fear r
of contradiction, that the present tariff has li
secured no monopoly to the American pro- j
ducers of salt. s

It is said, Mr. Speaker, that the present ii
duty on salt is odious and very burdensome t
to the people. Let us see what this enor- j
mous burden is. The average annual con- \

sumption of salt in the United States is about i

.
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arty-four pounds to each person per capita.'his includes all the salt used, whether fornunchold irnqMiM's or manufacturing. The
vera^e price of a barrel of salt in the ililVerntmarkets of the Uuited States Is two dolus,ami as a barrel of salt contains twouudred and eighty i*>unds, it follows thathe cost of salt to each person yearly is thirtynecents and four mills. Now, concedinghat the consumer pays the duty upon salt,*t lis see what this burdensome tax is. The
mount of revenue derived by the United
tates for the year ISTOupon foreign salt was j1,250,000 in round numbers. The populationf the United States being alxnit forty milon,it follows that the tax imposed upon the
Misumers of salt by reason of the taritl on
lat article, according to the free trade therists,is three ceuts and ouc mill to each
i-isun annuauy: u nut an oppressive burento carry, to be sure! This, too, is the
crime against civilization" we hear so much
bout. This is the " odious," " infamous,"nd " pernicious" tax which keeps the jieople
om consuming as much salt as they would
0 if salt were admitted free of duty. Such
the mole-hill which interested motives can

tagnify into a mountain. The opponentsf protection really care nothing about the
tit duty, because it is the duty on salt, but
ecause its repeal embodies an end to be
aincd, a legislative admission and indorscicutof the idea that it Is wrong to protect
ome industry by national law.
It is charged against the manufacturers of
dt at Syracuse that they are making enormiaprofits. A circular issued by the Free
rade League alleges that the tariff annuallyits (J 10,000,000 into the pockets of Ameritnsalt producers. Hut the truth is they11 annually only twenty million bushels, or
mr million barrels, at a price not exceeding
vo dollars a barrel, making their gross re

iptsonly $8,000,000; that is $2,000,(MX) less
lan the Free Trade League tells us are the
inual profits of the salt monopolists of the
nited States.
Hut, Mr. Speaker, it is hardly necessary for

ie to consume the time of the House by exisingthe falsehoods resorted to by the encicsof protection in relation to the duties on
lit. The real question to lie decided by this
ouse is, whether salt, like other industrial
iterests of the United States, shall continue
> receive the fostering aid of Government.
; is estimated by competent authority that
ie amount of fixed capital invested in the
lauufacture of salt in the United States is,round numbers,$15,<XM),<NM). It is a pecuirityof this property that it depreciates
tpidly from use, and even more when lying
nr. iw in: i\r(ii in 14111111 u|ifraiive umcr lb

squires a system ofconstant partial renewal.
tew years of compulsory disuse would de;roythe largest part of its value. Yet the

nemies of protection propose by the rej»eal
f the duty 011 salt to put in jeopardy the
hole of this investment, much of which its
wners have made upon the invitation and
acouragement contained in the tariil lcgisitionof 1801 and since.
If it be said that the producers of American

lit can stand a considerable reduction of the
uty ui»ou that article, and yet continue the
usiness, I reply that those who entertain
lat belief are laboring under a delusion. I
ere assert what I most religiously believe,
lat any material reduction of the duty will
ompel the domestic producers to close their
orks and discharge t he fifteen thousand men
ho now find steady and profitable employicntin the manufacture of salt. They are not
illy exposed toconqietition from salt brought
ere from Liverpool and Turk's Island, but
lso from Goderich. The salt resources of
loderich are ample to furnish the wholeVuited
tates and the whole world. Salt is produced
here with cheap labor and fuel at eighty-five
euts per barrel. Transportation, as we are
lformed, will cost only from ten to forty cents
9 all the lake ports in the United States.
Withdraw the protection which the duty on
alt atfords the American producer, and the
me will soon arrive when American salt
lust yield the markets of the United States
) Canadian salt.
I need not ask the House whether it is the

rue policy of the United States to rely upon
ther countries for our supply of salt. Wo
ray not always remain at peace. We have
eeu involved in four wars within the past,
1'iitury, anil may be involved in as many more
uring the next. If the coming of war should
nil us buying our salt abroad instead of uuiklgit at home, we cannot exjiect to escape the
anic and distress, the lui^li prices and privaonswhich on that account were precipitated
Ik>ii this country at the commencement of the
;hellion. One or two years of prices doubled
r trebled by a great scarcity in the presence
f a great demand, would take from the ]>ocktsof the people far more than the protective
uty sufficient to establish and maintain an

niple supply ofhome-made salt, besides gainlgthe employment which the domestic indus
ieswould afford to domestic labor. Had the

forth, in our civil struggle, been as destitute
s the South was of salt manufactories, her
opulation would have suffered even more

everely than they did, both in purse and priation.The |x»ssession of the much-maligned
ilt-works at Syracuse is all that saved a large
jction of the North from all the miseries of a
ilt famine ofsome continuance. Is it worth
bile for the people of this country to run the
sk of a like contingency for the paltrv conderation,spurious in its supposed realities,
f saving three cents anil oue mill per year
) each person ?

WOOL.

Mr. Speaker, I feel a great interest as to
ow wool shall be cared for in any revision of
le tariff which mav take place. A portion
f my constituents arc largely engaged in tlm
-onl-growing business, and they are looking
rith much anxiety to see what action Couressmay take in the premises. I hope the
resent duty upon wool will not be disturbed,
>r I believe it is well adapted to promote the
rowth and development of wool-growing, and
lso the interests of consumers, and the public
evenue. The growth of wool in this country
of natiouid importance-, and no industrial

iterest is more entitled to the protection and
wtering care of the Government.
The present duty upon wool, enacted in
867, was assented to by the woolen manuleturersof the United States, as appears byletterfrom Hon. E. 1>. Kigelow, late presientof the National Association of Wool
fanufacturers, dated December, 16,1H71, and
ddressed to Hon. Henry 8. ltandall, presientof the Wool-Growers' Association of the
Tinted States.
i,,v'v |«vnvu.

uty u|H)ii wool is necessary. It is an interest
rorthv of preservation, and must not be disiirbed.If the manufacturers of woolen goods
xpect to sustain themselves they must stand
ide by side with the wool-growers of the
ountry, anil not make war upon so iinportntan interest.
Mr. Duell then read from the report of the
ecoud joint convention of the wool-growers
nd wool-manufacturers of the l-nited States,
t Syracuse, New York, December At, 1871,
lade by John L. Hayes, Esq., to that couention,showiug the present condition of
lie wool-growing interest in the United
tates, and giviug many unanswerable reaauswhy the present taritf upon wool should
ot be disturbed ; and in conclusion said:
I lay down the proposition that frequent
hanges of legislation on any subject are mishievous.They argue a want of wisdom,
tability, and good judgment in our lawlakers,and breed contempt for the authority
f their enactments. Frequent changes of
iws render it impossible for the people to
ie familiar with their requirements or to repectthem as unchangeable rules of action,
lemamling their observance; and more injuiousthan all are changes of that class of
aws which atfeet directly or indirectly their
mrsuits and occupations. It has been truly
aid that nothing is more detrimental to the
utcrests of labor than to invite it by legislaioninto a particular channel, and then to
irostrate it by abandoning it to a eomjietitiou
vhich, owing to circumstances, it cannot en^

I ^ ibn


